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-The MAILING DATE ot this communication appears on the cover sheet mtn the correspondence aaaress - 
thf rfply FILED 04 September 2002 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

PFRIQD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) M The period for reply expires 5_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. arielatDr , n 

706.07(f). rthtaineri ..nriPr-?7CFR1 136(a> The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 .136(a) and the appropriate extension 

timely filed, may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

1 □ A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1 .191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
2.Q The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 

issues for appeal; and/or 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE: 



3.Q Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 



would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 



4.D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 
5 H The a)l2l affidavit, b)Q exhibit, or c)EI request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 

application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet 
60 The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 m For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)D will not be entered or b)H will be entered and an 

explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 



Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



V^iail i \y*J J iihmuiu>iii — — ■ — 

SO The proposed drawing correction filed on isa)D approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. ^ Other: See Continuation Sheet 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-303 (Rev. 04-01) 



Advisory Action 



Part of Paper No. 17 



V jforiiinuation Sheet (PTO-303) 



Application No. 009/546,227 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: The claims are not allowable for reasons already 
of record. It is argued that the cited prior art inherently discloses a coating because all catalysts are known in the art to include a coating. 
This is not persuasive because no coating is disclosed, nor does Applicant cite any disclosure within the disclosed prior art product and/o 
process of making that would indicate the presence of a coating. It is argued that the cited prior art does not disclose a catalyst directly 
carried on a support. This is not persuasive because Ichii '885 discloses a catalyst and honeycomb catalyst carrier (see column 1 , lines 
17-19), without coating the carrier {see Examples 1-5). It is argued that Mr. Tanaka's Rule 132 declaration, at paragraphs 4-7, also proves 
that a catalyst is effective only when the particle size of the catalyst is in a range of 248 nm or smaller. This is not persuasive because 
Applicant merely points out that "the catalyst is effective" and has various advantages when the particle size is that suggested by the prio 
art. The fact that applicant has recognized another advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior art 
cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58 60 (Bd Pat 
App. & Inter. 1985). 

Continuation of 10. Other: The IDS filed on 9/4/02 was not considered because, although it was accompanied by the fee, the statement 
specified in 37 CFR 1 .97 (e) was not made. 
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